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Horizon Wi-Com, L.L.c. ("Horizon"), by counsel, writes to address the matter of coordination as
addressed in the Commission's decision released on May 20, 2010 ("Order") in the referenced
proceeding. Specifically, for the reasons set forth below, Horizon urges that required coordination not be
required to be consistent with the portions of the lTV R 1459 standard that while relevant to co channel
satellite operation are not appropriate for coordination of terrestrial radiators.

Introduction

As an Initial matter, Horizon applauds the Commission for requiring that WCS licensees coordinate with
potentially impacted licensees in the spectrally adjacent AFTRCC service. Such coordination will service
the public interest, by enhancing the quality of communication to be provided over WCS while protecting
the adjacent services. This improved communication will further serve the public interest by causing
WCS services to be more enticing to prospective investors.

Horizon submits that the Commission handled well the issue of coordination in the text of its recent
decision. Specifically, in paras 183-184, the Commission determined not to mandate compliance with
ITV R 1459. Notwithstanding that, in Section 27.73(a) of the rules promulgated with the Order, there is
what appears to be an unintended reference to ITV R 1459. For the reasons set forth below, any such
requirement would frustrate both the public interest and WCS licensees generally.

Discussion

From the opening page, lTV R 1459 sets up conditions that give AMT entities the opportunity to
overprotect their facilities. Since that document was written during WARC 95, it notes:



Marlene H. Dortch
June 17,2010
Page 2

that in accordance with the decision by WRC-95, in the United States ofAmerica, telemetry stations in the
aeronautical mobile seniice have a primary status in the 2 300-2 390 MHz band and have priority over
other mobile services.

Clearly this was written prior to the 1997 spectrum auctions that established SDARS and WCS within this
protected spectrum. Nevertheless, a strict constructionist reading of the document by AMT could lead to
their assertion that they are still the primary controller of this spectrum and demand unreasonable
protection of their facilities.

lTD R 1459 was written primarily to coordinate the co channel sharing of AMT frequencies with satellite
services to allow control of energy "leakage" over international borders so the amount of energy from a
foreign satellite serving a foreign audience was limited to a level that did not impact the operation of
AMT service in a different country. The levels calculated are based upon worst case conditions for the
AMT operator (AMT service working at maximum range, at minimum power, at maximum modulation,
and during the deepest fading condition expected).

The resulting analysis notes that the allowable noise floor increase due to the interfering tenestrial service
must be kept 8 dB below the Gaussian noise floor of the channel:

The impact on the telemetry link measured in terms of the decrease in usable range, R, for a given P, as a
function of (/IN) can be detenninedfrom equation (7), sinceR2 Q11(N + I) for afixed transmitter power.
The decreased usable range as afunction of (lIN) is shown in Fig. 4. The impact on telemetry link design
becomes severe for (liN) values greater than one (0 dB) because the link must be designed to overcome
interference rather than internal noise. The maximum practical value is considered to be approximately
0.5 (3 dB) with smaller values desired.

Based on the factors given in § 2.2.3, the following aggregate allowances appear appropriate for this
case. The total noise is the sum of internal noise, NI, plus interference from satellites, IS, plus
intelference from terrestrial sources, IT. The aggregate permissible interference from satellites and
terrestrial sources are:
IS pO.25 (NI IS /T) (11)
IT 00.10 (NI IS IT) (12)
From this, the aggregate allowable liN from satellites is 0.3846 or -4.15 dB, and from terrestrial sources
is 0.1538 0;8.13 dB.

Read literally, tenestrial sources would need to keep their energy controlled to a level of -8.13 dB below
gaussian noise in order to meet the coordination obligations under this document. However there is no
correlating requirement that this is energy within the main beam of the AMT antenna, since the effect of
Interference is calculated based upon a 41 dB antenna gain. Not all AMT facilities use antennas this
large, and the beamwidth of the antennas is very small. Therefore it is critical to assess possible
interference and coordination based upon the actual operating conditions of the AMY faci lity and the
angular distribution of WCS sites in order to effectively coordinate WCS transmitters.

The coordination levels required under lTD R 1459 appear to be based upon worst case conditions, and it
is unlikely that the AMT facilities are operating near their sensitivity limits (this is a safety of life issue,
so the testers should be building in significant margins). As a result, realistic coordination should be
based upon actual use characteristics of the AMT facility. ITV R 1459 notes that the normal airspace
used for AMT operations is extremely limited:
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Testing ofai,.oome \'ehicles is often reslricted 10 arellS over waler or uni/lhabilellla1ld i/l order 10

preclude danger 10 life or property in ClIse ofcatastrophic failure oflhe vehicle being lesled. thereby
limiling Ihe azimuth a/lglesfor Ihe.fe lesls. 77,ere are (I/so minimwlllimilS onlhe azimuth lmd elevlllion
poinling lIlIgle var;l1Iions oflhe lelemelry receivillg (1IIIe",1O Ihal are defined by Ihe minimum air space.
77,e I1IlLri",um air space for a telemelry receivi"g site is defined as (I cylimler wilh (I horizolllal radills of
320 kill lIround lhe site. wilh the IOlVer bound delenlli/led by vi.fibilily a"d Ihe IIf}per bol/lld delenlli/le(1 by
lilt aflill/de of20 kill. The l/Ii"il1l1l111 air sluIce for II particular mission is defined as II vertic(11 cylinder with
a I'luli/ls of20 km wirhin the maximum air splice wi,h fhe Slime fower allliupper bol/llds (ufor the
maximulll ai,. space.

Conclusion

For all of Ihe foregoing reasons. Horizon asks thc Commission to confirm Ihat its statcmenlS in the texi of
Order were accurate; Ihal reference to ITU R 1459 in the auached rules was inlldvcrtcnt: and thai WCS
need 1101 coordinale with AFfRCC in any way that requires compliance with ITU R 1459.

Respectfully submilled,

By: lsi Thomas Gutierrez
Cou/lsellor Horizoll Wi-Com, LLC.

cc: R. Arsenault. Esq.
P. Sindcrbrand, Esq.


